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All parties recognize that a difference exists in the scope of number portability when porting
from a wireless to a wireline service provider as compared to porting from a wireline to a
wireless service provider. Porting from a wireline to a wireless service provider is virtually
unlimited - the end user can be physically located anywhere, while porting from a wireless to a
wireline service provider is narrowly limited to the situation where the wireless end user is
physically located within the rate center associated with the NPA-NXX of the end user’s
telephone number. This is a significant disparity in porting capabilities which would create a
distinct competitive disadvantage to wireline service providers. This is clearly not in compliance
with the FCC’s Policy Objectives for Numbering in that it unduly disadvantages an industry
segment, wireline service providers, and it unduly favors wireless technology.

Some wireless participants have argued that resolution of this disparity is not a prerequisite to
meeting the FCC’s ordered implementation of service provider portability between wireless and
wireline service providers. They suggest that the disparity is not unreasonable compared to the
benefit of portability to foster CMRS - wireline competition and thus is overridden by the FCC’s
mandate to integrate wireless into number portability. It is not plausible that the FCC would
condone the imposition of a significant competitive disadvantage on a competing industry
segment, wireline carriers, in order to encourage competition between two industry segments.

The FCC’s orders on number portability were not to the exclusion of their Policy Objectives for
Numbering. Competitive parity is not optional.

Finally, implementation of wireless - wireline number portability must be compliant with the
definition of portability contained in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, that is, a end user
staying at the same location must able to change service providers and retain their telephone
number. With the current method/architecture, wireless customers staying at the same location
would not be able to retain their number when they change to a wireline service provider if they

are physically located outside of the rate center associated with the NPA-NXX of their assigned
telephone number.

The attached paper addresses these issues further and examines alternatives for the introduction

of wireless - wireline number portability within the scope of the FCC’s policy objectives for
numbering.

ASSUMPTIONS

A The following is responsive to the FCC’s directive that the NANC develop standards
and procedures necessary to provide for CMRS participation in local number portability.

It is not an endorsement of number portability between CMRS providers or between
CMRS and wireline service providers.

B. There are two key criteria that any service provider portability method must meet: 1)
rate center integrity, which is required in the wireline industry to ensure the ability to
properly rate, bill and route calls, and 2) competitive parity which is a principle
fundamental to all FCC orders dealing with numbering and competitive issues.

DISCUSSION AND IMPACTS
A Rate Center Integrity
1. Section 7.3 of the Architecture Task Force report which was adopted by the

FCC states “portability is technically limited to rate center/rate district
boundaries of the incuombent LEC due to rating/routing concerns.” It also
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noted that additional boundary limitations could be required due to E911 or
NPA serving restrictions. Although this originally addressed only wireline
service providers, service provider portability between wireline and wireless
— service providers via LRN continues to be technically limited to the rate center.

2. Rate centers have been established by state regulators, and are the fundamental
building block for toll/local differentiation, toll rating and network routing.
Rate center integrity (consistent rate center boundaries) is essential to maintain
these capabilities. Inconsistencies create ambiguities in identifying a
terminating customer’s location which in turn create inconsistencies in
originating calling scopes and toll rating, consumer confusion and potential

problems routing to a customer’s presubscribed intralLATA or interLATA
carrier.

3. Additionally, the initial introduction of numbering pooling is planned at the
rate center level. Rate center consistency is a requisite part of that introduction,
and inconsistencies would unnecessarily complicate and delay the introduction
of pooling or could create the need for muitiple pools.

B. Competitive Parity

L. The FCC’s “Policy Objectives for Numbering” included in their Report and
Order, CC Docket No. 92-237 Released 7/13/95 provides overarching
principles for all NANP issues:
¢  Administration of the plan (NANP) must seek to facilitate entry into the
communications marketplace by making numbering resources available on an
efficient, timely basis to communications service providers.
*  Administration of the NANP should not unduly favor or disadvantage any particular
— industry segment or group of consumers.
e  Administration of the NANP should not unduly favor one technology over another.
The NANP should be largely technology neutral

2. Currently available wireless-wireline porting methodologies proposed in the
WWITF have met the criterion of rate center integrity within the technical
limitations of LRN service provider portability, but have not met the criterion
of competitive parity included in the FCC’s Policy Objectives for Numbering
and their orders addressing interconnection and other competitive issues.

3. As indicated in Section 6.0 of the Report from Wireless Wireline Integration
Task Force to the North American Numbering Council (12/16/97),

“Porting from a wireline service provider to a wireless service provider is permitted as long as the
subscriber’s initial rate center is within the WSP’s service area and the WSP
has established interconnection/business arrangements for calls to wireless
numbers within that rate center. This could apply even when the subscriber is
moving to another LATA because of the terminal mobility characteristic of
almost all wireless applications. With terminal mobility the subscriber can be
physically located anywhere.

Porting from a wireless service provider to a wireline service provider is only allowed when the

subscriber’s physical location is within the wireline rate center associated with
the wireless NPA-NXX.”
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Since wireless telephone numbers are not assigned based on the physical
service location of the end user, it is expected that in the majority of cases
wireless end users will not be physically located within the rate center area.
These end users would have to change their number to change to wireline
service. This disparity clearly favors the wireless industry segment and creates
an unfair competitive disadvantage to the wireline industry segment.

The root causes of this disparity are inherent differences in rating methods,
service areas, terminal mobility and number assignment methods between
wireline and wireless service providers and technical LRN limitations. A
number of potential alternatives to eliminate this disparity while maintaining
rate center integrity have been identified and considered, but none were found

to be practical solutions. Two of these alternatives are examined more closely
in Sections 2.3 -2.4.

C. Rate Center Consolidation/Modification

Some wireless participants have indicated that the problem is solely due to
limitations of the wireline service providers’ billing systems and rate center
structure, which if modified, would alleviate all concerns. Rate centers, which
are the fundamental building block of wireline rating systems, have been
created by individual state commissions. Wireless service does not utilize rate
centers other than for rating of calls from wireline end users. As indicated in
Section 2.1 of the 12/16/97 report to the NANC, wireless carriers have
flexibility in defining their rating architecture - it is solely a business decision.
Besides the issue of preemption of the state regulators rights to establish rate
center boundaries, forced modification of wireline or wireless rating systems is
not an appropriate solution.

Rate center consolidation has also been suggested as an alternative to eliminate
this disparity. Rate center consolidation is being considered by some state
commissions as a means to conserve NXX codes. If ordered by a state, it would
enlarge the geographic area of a rate center which in turn would reduce the
disparity in porting. However, wireless service areas are not limited to rate
centers, but can extend beyond rate center, NPA, state and LATA boundaries,
so enlarging the rate center will not eliminate the disparity. Additionally
consolidation may not be appropriate in many states, and as indicated in 2.3.1,
forced consolidations would raise the issue of preemption of what the FCC has
recognized as a state matter.

D. Numbering Alignment

1

This alternative assumed that both wireless and wireline service providers
would use the same NXX and telephone number assignment rules and
conventions to meet the rate center integrity and parity criteria. This would
require wireless service providers to be assigned an NXX for each rate center in
which they offered service and the assignment of telephone numbers based on
the physical location of the wireless customer.

This alternative was discarded because of the impact on NPA exhaust and the
fact that there is no technical need from a routing or rating perspective within
the wireless service provider’s network for this restriction. Because most
wireless applications inchude terminal mobility, there is no technical
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requirement for association of the telephone number and a geographic location
of the user.

Conclusions/Recommendations

A

The FCC’s mandate for service provider portability between wireless and wireline
service providers was not a separate and distinct order but rather was part of a complex
series of orders on number portability and numbering principles in general. It therefore
cannot be considered in isolation, but must be considered in context of the other
requirements specified by the FCC including the minimum performance criteria,
delegation of location portability to the states, and policy objectives for numbering.
Parity between service providers is a minimum criteria for portability between wireless
and wireline service providers.

In their Second Report and Order the FCC directed the NANC to develop standards and
procedures necessary to provide for CMRS provider participation in number portability
and to provide recommendations to the Commission. The FCC recognized that changes
to local number portability standards and procedures would probably be needed to
support wireless number portability and that differences in service area boundaries
between wireline and wireless service would need to be considered. However, neither
the FCC or the industry understood the complexity or the scope of the changes that
portability between wireless and wireline service providers would entail.

The WWITF began an in depth discussion of these issues in its August 1997 meeting
and reached consensus to refer the issue to the NANC at the September NANC meeting.
However immediately before the September NANC meeting several WWITF members
complained that they had not had adequate time to review the material and disagreed
that referral was necessary. This has resulted in a 3 to 4 month delay in getting the
issue resolved with no substantive change in the background material or issue that was
planned for the NANC in September. Much of the intervening WWITF meetings have
been spent debating whether a disparity exists and whether the disparity needed to be
resolved or if the existing method/architecture was adequate.

The background material provided to WWITF members in August included a number of
potential alternatives to resolve the disparity. However, none of these provide a viable
solution available today that meets the minimum criteria of parity and rate center
integrity. Additionally, the available method/architecture does not meet the definition of
number portability found in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and the FCC’s First
Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (FNPRM) in CC Docket
95-116 because some wireless end users staying at the same location would not be able
to change to a wireline service provider and retain their telephone number.
Implementation of this method/architecture would not constitute compliance with the
FCC’s ordered implementation of CMRS number portability.

While no method exists today, it is important to note that no competition exists today
between wireless and wireline services, and by most experts, neither is expected to
provide services which will replace the other in the foreseeable future. The one
exception to this is wireless local loop, where wireless technology is used to replace the
physical loop facility to the end user service location. Because this is a replacement
local loop architecture, rather than a service, this fixed location, non-roaming situation
should be considered separately.

Because no service competition exists and is not expected in the foreseeable future, the

recommended course of action is to defer the introduction of portability between wireless
and wireline service providers until a clear and real competitive need exists. This would

{PAGE }



May 8, 1998

North American Numbering Council
LNPA Working Group Report
on Wireless Wireline Integration
allow the natural course of competition in the marketplace to address the issues of rate

center integrity, service areas, pricing methodology and the LNP provisioning processes
between service providers.

There is only one technical alternative that has been identified that can meet the FCC’s
requirements including the minimum criteria identified above - location portability
beyond rate center, NPA, state and LATA boundaries. It the First Report and Order and
FNPRM, the FCC delegated location portability to the states, “To avoid the consumer
confusion and other disadvantages inherent in requiring location portability, however,
we believe state regulatory bodies should determine, consistent with the Order, whether
to require carriers to provide location portability. We believe the states should address
this issue becanse we recognize that “rate centers” and local calling areas have been
created by individual state commissions, and may vary from state to state.”

Location portability is expected to be an enormous undertaking which could be at least
as large in scope, complexity and cost as service provider portability. In addition, it
will have significant consumer impact due to the loss of traditional toll service
indicators and NPA boundary restrictions. Location portability also raises significant
regulatory and jurisdictional issues that will need to be addressed at federal and state
levels. Location portability should not be introduced until adequate market demand
exists to support the associated enormous costs or until there is a real and compelling
need from a competitive perspective and cost recovery mechanisms developed. Because
competition does not currently exist between wireless and wireline services, location

portability should not be advanced to provide number portability between wireless and
wireline service providers.

Wireless Local Loop/Fixed Location, Non Roaming Wireless Applications

I As noted earlier, wireless technology is being used in some instances to replace
existing or avoid placement of physical loop facilities, and there may be a need
to identify a means to address number portability for these situations. In the
Fixed CMRS Notice the Commission tentatively concluded that wireless local
loop would be provided by CMRS providers, however, this technology has also
been used within the wireline industry in the past.

2. In order for number portability to work with this fixed location application,
wireless service providers would need to utilize wireline numbering
conventions including the assignment of NXXs to each rate center where the
application is being used and the assignment of telephone numbers based on
the physical service location of the end user. Prior to the availability of number
pooling this could create some additional pressure on NXX codes. However,
new NXX codes would only be required for new customers as existing wireline
customers would already be assigned telephone numbers. Considering the
limited nature of the application and the existing rate of NXX code usage by
wireless service providers, the increase in NXX code demand need not be
significant. This proposal would provide wireless service providers an option

for participating in number portability with wireline service providers if the
need existed.

Summary

The difference in porting capabilities between wireless and wireline service providers with
the existing method/architecture creates a significant competitive disadvantage to wireline
service providers. Despite the absence of real competition between wireless and wireline
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service providers today this competitive disparity is not consistent with the Commissions
policies and should not be allowed.

e The FCC’s orders on number portability were not intended to exclude the Commission’s
requirements for competitive parity and thus do not override their Policy Objectives for
Numbering.

o There are no alternatives currently available for wireless wireline number portability which
meet these criteria. The current method/architecture does not meet the definition of number
portability in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, and if implemented would not constitute
compliance with the FCC’s orders on number portability.

s Location portability beyond rate center, NPA, state and LATA boundaries is the only

identified technical alternative which meets the minimum criteria for wireless - wireline

portability. However in light of the absence of substantive wireless - wireline service
competition and the complexity, scope and costs of location portability, it is recommended
that location portability not be advanced and that wireless - wireline portability, other than

the fixed location applications discussed in 3.8, be delayed until a clear and real competitive
need exists.

Wireless Position Paper

1.0 Executive Summary

WWITF recognizes that fundamental differences exist between the operations of wireless and
wireline carriers, and that these differences impact Service Provider portability with respect to
porting both to and from wireline and wireless service providers. Recognizing these differences,
in the Number Portability Second Report and Order in CC Docket 95-116, the FCC mandated
that the North American Numbering Council (NANC) incorporate the wireless service providers
into number portability,. NANC, in turn, assigned this task to the Local Number Portability
Administration Selection Working Group (LNPA WQ@G) which established the Wireless Wireline
Integration Task Force (WWITF) to identify issues and recommend changes to the wireline-
developed architecture to permit full integration of the wireless service providers. As recently as

December 5, 1997, the FCC’s intention to include all wireless carriers, cellular, PCS and covered
SMR, was reaffirmed.

During its deliberations, the WWITF has identified a so-called “disparity” which would exist
with the current architecture, making it impossible for some wireless subscribers to port to
wireline carriers. No such restriction would prevent wireline subscribers from porting to a
wireless carrier. This apparent “disparity” is based solely on the wireline carriers’ position that
the limitation of Service Provider portability to the wireline-established rate centers must remain
an inviolable provision of the number portability architecture. Although there is consensus
within WWITF of one mechanism—Ilocation number portability—that would ameliorate the
claimed “disparity,” all parties do not agree that location portability is a prerequisite to the
implementation of Service Provider portability between wireline and wireless carriers. Indeed,
no technical barrier has been identified which would prevent the full integration of wireless
service providers into wireline portability from continuing, on schedule, while the WWITF

develops a solution that would give all telecommunications users the benefits of number
portability.

The WWITF has spent considerable effort trying to resolve this issue. However, it has not made
any significant progress toward defining the changes to the existing number portability
architecture that would be necessary to resolve the “disparity” issue and incorporate wireless
carriers. Instead, proposals have been made to cease the integration of wireless carriers
altogether, to delay integration of wireless carriers until location portability is ordered and fully
developed or to limit wireless wireline portability to only fixed-wireless alternatives to wireline
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service. Clearly, each of these alternatives falls short of the FCC’s objective to enhance

competition between wireless and wireline carriers. Many wireless service providers, however,
believe that a final resolution of the “disparity” issue is unnecessary for the implementation of
wireless wireline portability to continue.

Lack of progress by the WWITF does not relieve NANC from meeting its FCC directives to
incorporate wireless. Nor is it a basis to delay or negate such aspects of the Number Portability
Second Report and Order. 1t is recommended that NANC direct WWITF to define a solution to
the “disparity” issue and that wireless wireline portability will continue on schedule, even with
the temporary “disparity,” until a defined solution can be implemented.

2.0  Assumptions

2.1 Fundamental Differences

During its identification of issues to be addressed, WWITF developed the following consensus
description of the inherent assumptions of the defined Service Provider portability architecture
when applied to wireless wireline portability.

ASSUMPTIONS FOR WIRELESS WIRELINE SERVICE PROVIDER PORTABILITY:'*

COMMON:

1. In the context of Service Provider Portability the NPA-NXX is associated with a single
rate center.

2. Call rating to the caller is based upon the NPA-NXX of the called TN.

WIRELINE PORTING:

1. A wireline subscriber’s physical location must be in the same Rate Center as defined by
the wireline subscriber’s NPA-NXX.

2. When porting to a wireline service provider, Common #1 above still applies.

WIRELESS PORTING:

1. Wireless subscriber’s physical location may be different than the Rate Center defined by
the NPA-NXX.

2. Porting to a wireless service provider can occur as long as the rate center associated with

the porting TN is geographically located within the serving area of the ported to Wireless
Service Provider and the Wireless Service Provider has or establishes a business or
interconnect arrangement for incoming calls to the ported TN.

The fundamental difference between wireline and wireless service is:

Wireline service is fixed to a specific location. The NPA-NXX portion of the
subscriber’s telephone number is associated with a specific geographic rate center, and
the subscriber’s service must be sited within that rate center’s geography.'®

" This factual description of porting between wireless and wireline, in terms of assumptions and

conditions, was tentatively agreed upon during the Oct 6-7, 1997 WWITF meeting.

' Wireline carriers do offer Foreign Exchange Service where a customer can receive a telephone
number from a different rate center than their physical location. Further, wireline carriers can provide a
“personal mobility” service as defined by the ITU-T.
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Wireless service is mobile and not fixed to a specific location. While the wireless

subscriber’s NPA-NXX is associated with a specific geographic rate center, the wireless
service is not limited to use within that rate center.

Consequently, when a wireless subscriber ports a number to a wireline carrier, the potential exists
that the subscriber’s NPA-NXX will not associate with their desired wireline service rate center.

2.2 Issue Awareness

The FCC is aware of the above fundamental aspects of wireline and wireless operation and that
terminal mobility is an intrinsic part of Commercial Mobile Radio Service (CMRS). Indeed, the
FCC directed NANC to squarely address this issue when it stated:

“The NANC must also consider other issues of concern to CMRS providers, such
as how to account for differences between service area boundaries for wireline

versus wireless services and how to implement number portability in a roaming
environment.”"’

This issue, in fact, has been known for some time. The conditions necessary for porting to a
wireless or wireline provider were investigated by the wireless industry in early 1997 and
released in the April 11, 1997 document: CTI4 Report on Wireless Number Portability. Section

1.6.3 (“Porting To and From”) discussed the criteria necessary when porting to and from wireless
wireline carriers:

“Consequently, to maintain consistent rating from the calling party’s perspective,
porting from a WSP (Wireless Service Provider) to a wireline service provider
can only occur when the resulting wireline service is geographically located

within the wireline rate center associated with the ported MDN (mobile directory
number).”'®

Many of the service provider participants in the CTIA activity that produced the above report are
participants in the NANC WWITF.

3.0 Discussion/Impacts

3.1 Possible Solutions

Although several alternatives to resolve the apparent “disparity™ issue have been identified, most
either do not meet the impiementation objectives defined by the FCC; have a negative impact on
numbering resources, cause severe customer disruption, or, result in new disparities with harsher
and longer term consequences than the issue under consideration. However, many wireless
service providers do not agree that arriving at a perfect solution is a necessary prerequisite to the
implementation of wireless wireline portability. They argue, here, that the benefits to

competition of number portability transcend any temporary “disparity” that may occur while a
longer-term solution is realized.

Among the alternatives considered are:

3.1.1  Location Portability

WWITF reached consensus that location portability could resolve the parity issue, as documented
in the background section: “Location portability may extend the scope of number portability
beyond the rate center... .”'* Various issues have been identified regarding location portability.
but the capability has been recognized as providing additional benefits to consumers and is
discussed as a mechanism involved in certain types of number pooling. However, there are no

17

Telephone Number Portability, Second Report and Order, CC Docket 95-116 (rel. Aug. 18,
1997), § 91 (“Number Portability Second Report and Order”) (emphasis added).

1 CTIA Report of Wireless Number Portability, Section 1.6.3.2, page 15.

19 “Background Material —~ Wireless-Wireline Service Provider Portability”, Section 4.
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directives for the implementation of location portability, and it is not a requirement for opening
up local markets to competition.

3.1.2 Rate Center Consolidation

As wireline rate centers are consolidated, the likelihood increases that, when porting to a wireline
carrier, a wireless subscriber could be served in the same rate center that is associated with their
wireless NPA-NXX. While the definition of rate centers is under the jurisdiction of each state,

this mechanism could ameliorate the “disparity,” and provide an industry-acceptable alternative
until longer term solutions are in place.

3.1.3 CMRS Number Assignment

CMRS carriers could obtain additional NPA-NXXs in all wireline rate centers and provide new
subscribers a telephone number based on their corresponding wireline residential rate center.
This would atlow some of the newer CMRS subscribers to port to wireline providers with no
impact. However, the assignment of NPA-NXXs for every rate center is neither an efficient use
of numbers, nor a necessity for wireless carrier operation. With this solution, pre-existing CMRS
customers would not be afforded the ability to port unless, by happenstance, their desired location
for wireline service was in the same rate center as their wireless NPA-NXX.

3.2 Role of NANC with respect to CMRS porting

The FCC has mandated that NANC incorporate CMRS into service provider portability.
Specifically, it states:

At the same time, we recognize that it will probably be necessary to modify and
update the current local number portability standards and procedures in order to
support wireless number portability... Thus, we direct the NANC to develop
standards and procedures necessary to provide for CMRS provider participation
in local number portability.”*’

Consequently, NANC has an obligation to fuifill this directive.

33 Role of the WWITF

The WWITF has been charged with defining the architecture changes necessary to integrate
wireless service providers. It was recognized early on by some that this might involve discussion
of location portability or rate center consolidation and was mentioned during the initial meetings
of the WWITF, but there was not a consensus to either solution as it related to wireless Service
Provider integration.

To date, no work has been conducted on any potential solution to the so-called issue of
“disparity.” Some members of the WWITF have argued that since the architecture does not
support location portability and since the states determine rate centers, then porting from wireless
to wireline should not exist or should be deferred as long as the difference in service definition
exists. Others have argued that the conditions that exist for porting between wireline and
wireless, although not 100% equal, are not grounds for deferring portability between wireline and
wireless and do not require any near term solution.

The FCC has indicated that delaying the portability implementation until all providers have the
same capabilities is not justified:

“While delaying implementation of number portability until all wireless concerns
are fully addressed might result in an easier transition to a number portability
environment for CMRS providers, we believe that such delay would be contrary to

Number Portability Second Report and Order. 9 91.
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the public interest because a far greater number of wireline customers could not,
during the period of delay, switch local providers without also changing
telephone numbers. At the same time, we recognize that it will probably be
necessary to modify and update the current local number portability standards and
procedures in order to support wireless number portability.”*'

As recently as December 5, 1997, the FCC’s intention to include all wireless carriers, cellular,

PCS and covered SMR, was reaffirmed when, in conjunction with its Automatic Roaming
Docket, it asked:

“The Comumission also invites comment on whether our roaming proposals are
technically compatible with the CMRS number portability requirements

established in the Number Portability First Report and Order in CC Docket No.
95-115.7%

Obviously, if the FCC is concerned about the effects of number portability on roaming, it does not
envisage number portability solely in the context of fixed wireless services.

34 A temporary “disparity” will not create a severe competitive impact

With respect to the “disparity” issue, it should be recognized that, without making modifications
to the architecture, there is an asymmetry in porting between wireless and wireline. However,

refusing to solve the issue of “disparity” by refusing to consider available options is a guarantee
that the issue will not be resolved.

Ironically, some members of WWITF argue that the restrictions of porting from wireless to
wireline are a “competitive disparity” but those same members state:

“The simple fact is that consumers are not expected to replace their wireless
service with wireline service or vice versa in the foreseeable future.”?

If no one is expected to port from wireless to wireline, then what is the “disparity” concern?

There would be no desire by the consumer to do so, and consequently no need for architectural
changes at this time.

However, there are participants in WWITF that percetve some potential in porting from wireline
to wireless, and the FCC mandate indicates that they should not be denied the benefits of
competition. Indeed, the FCC', in its Telephone Number Portability First Report and Order,

ordered that LECs provide telephone number portability to all telecommunications service
providers, including CMRS.

One philosophy is to slow down competition to reflect the lowest common denominator. As
indicated by the FCC, delaying implementation until all issues are resolved is not always in the
best interest of competition. While this might result in a “disparity” in the perspective of some, it
reflects that “Competition will come in fits and starts.”**

o Id

= Commission Seeks Additional Comment On Automatic Roaming Proposals For Cellular,
Broadband PCS, And Covered SMR Networks, Public Notice, CC Docket No. 94-54, DA 97-2558 (rel.
Dec. 5, 1997).

> “ Alternatives for Provision of Number Portability”, G. Flemming and D. Engleman, contribution
to Wireless — Wireline Integration Task Force, December 4, 1997,

b See Debra Wayne, New FCC commissioners are mum on pending wireless issues, RADIO COMMS.
REP., Nov. 24, 1997, at 12 (quoting FCC Commissioner Harold Furchgott-Roth).
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4.0  Conclusion/Recommendation
As explicitly directed by the FCC, NANC is to define how to integrate wireless into the existing
Service Provider portability architecture. The impacts of porting between wireless and wireline
were identified by the wireless industry early on, and although there is agreement that long term
solutions, such as location portability, would remove any disparity, there is not agreement that
there is a need for a solution prior to the implementation of wireless wireline portability. In fact,
no evidence has been presented at WWITF that the current number portability architecture would
technically have any detrimental call routing or rating impacts.

To date, WWITF efforts have focused on why the FCC Order should be
reconsidered rather than focusing on defining how to implement the Order.

Arguments that prohibit the full integration of wireless wireline number portability should be
rejected. The WWITT should define a solution to the “disparity” issue and to be fully cognizant
that wireless wireline portability will continue on schedule. even with a temporary “disparity,”
until a defined solution can be implemented.

Letter From the NANC

February 19, 1998

Elwood Kerkeslager

Vice President, Technology Infrastructure
295 North Maple Ave.

Basking Ridge, NJ (7920

Terry Appenzeller

Ameritech Services

2000 W. Ameritech Center Drive
Location 4G42

Hoffman Estates, ILL

60196

At the meeting of the North American Numbering Council (NANC) vesterday the
Council members considered the questions raised in your Jamuary 7 letter to me
concemning “three key questions. . . for which Local Number Portability Architecture
Working Group (LNPA/WG) is seeking direction from the NANC ©.

The Council concluded that it would not take a position on the public policy
questions raised in your letter. Rather the Council concluded that it would
direct the LNPA/WG to complete its work regarding the standards and
procedures necessary to provide for CMSR provider participation in Local
Number Portability for submission to the Federal Communications Commission
on or before May 18, 1998.

The Council also agreed to provide to the Commission factual information
regarding the issues you have identified commonly termed “rate center
disparity.”

Please call me if you have any questions about this matter. My number is 716
334 9419.
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BellSouth Minority Opinion to the Wireless/Wireline Integration Task
Report on Number Portability

BellSouth does not support the changes made by NANC to the Wireline/Wireless
Integration Task Report and regretfully requests that the name of BellSouth be
removed as a contributor to the report. BellSouth actively and willingly
participated in the preparation of the initial Wireline/Wireless Task Force Report
and generally supported the report as originally submitted to the LNPA Working
Group. The initial report recommended that wireline carriers review the time
intervals required for porting. The initial report also recognized that sufficient data
for wireline carriers to perform a proper analysis of the porting intervals would not
be available until 4" quarter, 1998 and that proper analysis of the data could not be
completed until after 4™ quarter, 1998. In the initial report, a detailed plan and
associated timeframes for which this analysis was to be completed was described.
However, on a conference call during the week of May 11, 1998, NANC, without
concurrence by the task force that prepared the report, agreed to remove this
information from the report and alter the completion date of the analysis.

BellSouth fully supports a detailed analysis of the porting intervals to determine if
a reduction in those time intervals is possible and is committed to performing such
an analysis. However, BellSouth cannot support the changes made by NANC.
The changes made by NANC to the initial report are, in BellSouth’s view,
fundamental in nature and alter dramatically the content of the initial report. In

addition, the alterations to the report were not approved or discussed by members
of the WWITF.

BellSouth believes that industry and workgroup reports submitted to NANC
should not be modified in any fashion. Such reports are the collective effort of
many parties, some who do not have membership on NANC. If the NANC does
not agree with or endorse such reports, NANC should: 1)) return the report to the
committee or working group for reconsideration or, 2.) submit the report
unaltered and, under a separate attachment, summarize NANC’s concern or
disagreement with the report. To do otherwise, undermines, for the sake of
urgency, the integrity of the work effort that went into the preparation of the

report. 1t is for this reason that BellSouth requests that its name be removed from
the report.
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

— Washington, D.C. 20554
In the Matter of )
) CC Docket No. 98-121
Application of BellSouth Corporation, )
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. )
and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc. )
for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA )
Services in Louisiana )
Exhibit L:

Ex Parte Presentation of CTIA on Number Portability
in CC Docket No. 95-116
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CA rAriE OR LATE FILED

JOOKETFILE ORIGING

October 24, 1997 o
RECEIVED o

0CT 24 1997 Avenue, NW.

Mr. William F. Caton —
Secrotary . e e
Federal Communications Commission 202-736-3256 Direct
1918 M Street, NW, Room 222

Washington, DC 20554 Rondall §. Coleman

Re: CC Docket No. 9#5-118, Number Portability
Dear Mr. Caton:

On Thursday, October 23, 1897, CTIA and representatives of certain of its
member companies met with Richard Metzger, Patrick Donovan, Blaize Scinto
and Kyle Dixon of the Commission's Common Carrier Bureau. The topic of the
meeting was the current implementation date for CMRS-to-CMRS number
portability and the need for an extension of that date for technical reasons. The
attached documents were distributed at the meeting.

CTIA was represented by Lori Messing, Michael Altschul and the

" undersigned. CTIA member companies were represented by the following

persons: Jon Chambers (Sprint PCS), Wiiliam Roughton (Primeco PCS), Betsy
Granger (Pacific Bell Mobile Services), Gina Harrison (SBC Communications),
Georgina Lopez-Ona (Western Wireless) and John Scott (Bell Atiantic Mobile).

Pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Commission’s Rules, an original and
one copy of this letter and attachments are being filed with your office. If you
have any questions conceming this submission, please contact the undersigned.

~ Sincerely,
29 C(¥—
Randall S. Coleman
Attachments (3) | | _;
No. A oy !‘tst:'ﬂ_‘&k3
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EX PARTE OR LATE FILFD .
WICKETFILE COPY D13 iNa,

October 24, 1997
uo
RECEIWVED 1250 Connecticut
mm: W.
. Suite
Mr. William F. Caton OCY 24 1997 Washington, 0.1(_:.20(
Secretary p— 202-785-0081 el
Federal Communications Commission ™™, FICE OF YWE SECRETVRY 22?‘.;%%22 D';fm
1919 M Street, NW, Room 222 1. Cotem
i Randsl! 8. 3N
Washington, DC 20554 - -
Regulatory Policy an
Re: CC Docket No. 85-116, Number Portability
Dear Mr. Caton:

On Thursday, October 23, 1997, CTIA and representatives of certain of its
member companies met with Daniel Phythyon, Jeanine Poitronieri and David
Wye of the Commission's Wireless Telecommunications Bureau. The topic of
the meeting was the current implementation date for CMRS-to-CMRS number
portability and the need for an extension of that date for technical reasons. The
attached documents were distributed at the meeting.

CTIA was represented by Lori Messing, Michael Altschul, David Don and
the undersigned. CTIA member companies were represented by the following
persons: Jon Chambers (Sprint PCS), William Roughton (Primeco PCS), Betsy
Granger (Pacific Bell Mobile Services), Gina Harrison (SBC Communications),

Glenn Rabin (ALLTEL), Georgina Lopez-Ona (Westem Wireless) and John
Scott {Bell Atlantic Mobile).

PursumtoSQctioM 12060fmocdmnussnonsRules an original and
-one copy of this letter and attachments are being filed with your office. If you

have any questions conceming this submission, please contact the undersigned.

Sincerely,
| Randall S. Coleman
Attachments (3)




EX PARTE OR LATE “WED

CTIA

October 24, 1997 ot

Telecommunication:
Industry Associatiot

RECEIVED 1250 Connecticu!

Mr. William F. Caton " oCT 24 1997 Washington, 0.C. 2

m 202-785-0081 Tele;
Federal Communications Commission  <aew. cussseouuss St R
1919 M Street, NW, Room 222 e )
Washington, DC 20554 : Vwm Dresid “"m“"
Regulatory Policy a

Re: CC Docket No. 95-116, Number Portability
Dear Mr. Caton:

On Thursday, October 23, 1997, CTIA and representatives of certain of its
Tetreault and Debra Weiner of the Commission’s Office of General Counsel.
The topic of the meeting was the current implementation date for CMRS-to-
CMRS number portability and the need for an extension of that date for technical
reasons. The attached documents were distributed at the meeting.

CTIA was represented by Lori Messing, Michael Altschul, David Don and
the undersigned. CTIA member companies were represented by the following
persons: Jon Chambers (Sprint PCS), William Roughton (Primeco PCS), Betsy
Granger (Pacific Bell Mobile Services), Gina Harrison (SBC Communications),

Glenn Rabin (ALLTEL), Georgina Lopez-Ona (Western Wireless) and John
Scott (Bell Atlantic Mobile).

Pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Commission’'s Rules, an original and
one copy of this letter and attachments are being filed with your office. if you
'haveanyqueshonsconcermngmassubmssslon please contact the undersigned.

i ~S|ncerely.

Randall S. Coleman
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October 24, 1997 Coliutat

: ations

Industry Association

. Suite 200
Mr. William F. Caton 0CT 24 1997 Washington, D.C. 20
Secretary 202-785-0081 Telep
. s . . 202-785-8203 Fax

Federal Communications Commission FEDERN. CONMUMCATIONS CCMMISION 202-736-3256 Direc
1919 M Street, NW, Room 222 RCECE T ST

Washington, DC 20554 Roendsil 5. Colemar
Vice President for
Regulatory Poticy ar

Re: CC Docket No. 95-116, Number Portability
Dear Mr. Caton:

On Thursday, October 23, 1997, CTIA and representatives of certain of its
member companies met with David Siddall of Commisioner Susan Ness's office.
The topic of the meeting was the current implementation date for CMRS-to-
CMRS number portability and the need for an extension of that date for technical
reasons. The attached documents were distributed at the meeting.

_ CTIA was represented by Lori Messing, Michael Altschul and the
undersigned. CTIA member companies were represented by the following
persans: Jon Chambers (Sprint PCS), William Roughton (Primeco PCS), Betsy
Granger (Pacific Bell Mobile Services), Gina Harrison (SBC Communications),
Glenn Rabin (ALLTEL), Georgina Lopez-Ona (Westermn Wireless) and John
Scott (Beil Atiantic Maobile).

Pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Commission’s Rules, an original and

one copy of this letter and attachments are being filed with your office. f you
‘have any questions conceming this submission, please contact the undersigned.

~Singerely,
Randall S. Coleman
Attachments (3) s &
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NUMBER PORTABILITY

Ex Parte Presentation CTIA
October 23, 1997

CC Docket 95-116

“... by June 30, 1999, CMRS providers must (1) offer service provider portability in the 100
largest MSASs, and (2) be abie to support nationwide roaming. Although we have not
provided a specific phased development schedule for CMRS providers as we have for wirelinc
carriers, we expect that CMRS providers will phase in implementation in selected switches
over a number of months prior 1o the June 10. 1999, deadline for deployment.” First

Memorandum Opimon and Order on Reconsideranon, CC Docket 95-116, March 6, 1997, at
para. 19

“If it becomes apparent that the wireless industry is not progressing as quickly as necessary (2
meet the deadlines for providing querying capability and service provider portability, the
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Chief may waive or stay the implementation dates for a
period of up to nine months.™ /d., at para. 134

It has become apparcnt that a stay of the implementation dates is required, despite the efforts
of the wireless industry to develop the capabilities required to provide number portability.

industry efforts, coordinated by CTIA’s Number Portability Sub-task Group, have identified
an unexpectedly large number of technically difficult and expensive implementation issues.

Not only is more time required to provide CMRS number portability, CTIA's PCS members,
the intended beneficiaries of the rules, believe that implementation should be delayed to permit
them to invest their capital where it can have the greatest competitive impact, i.e., in building
out systems, in marketing, and in providing phones to existing CMRS customers.

Based on real-world marketing experience, number portability is not as important
competitively as coverage, marketing, and providing phones to customers of incumbent
CMRS carriers. The large amount of capital required to implement number portability can be

" spent more effectively on these other competitive issues.

FCC action deferring CMRS Number Portability deadlines is needed immediately as capital
budgets are now being prepared for FY 1998 ‘

The WTB should defer for nine months the Sune 30, 1999, implenientation date based on the
unresolved technical implementation issues

CTIA and its members also will seck deferral of CMRS Number Portability from the fi-¥-
Commission based on the competitive factors.
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CTIA-Building the Wireless Future

CTIA
Report on

Wireless Number Portability

Created by the Number Portabiiity Sub-task Group
on behalf of the
Celiular Telecommunications Industry Association
Number Advisory Group
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